Dear Harold, 


July 30, 1971 



Thanks for your mailing of the 26th. 

Your undated notes of an about 7/22 on the Texas GA.-2 file: you say 
you will order CD 1408, pp. 10-11, 26-28. If you have not already done so, 
don't; I have all of this CD. 

You didn't say how much of the Texas file you were getting. I would 
assume that anything prior to February which is not already in the file we 
have would be of potential interest. Did you get copies? 

Thanks ior sending me .Angel s letter of 6/21 to you, which X am returning 
as requested. I have drafted a letter to the 2 Archives with several 
requests for withheld documents, including one of these transcripts. The 
.Archives obviously has a difficult job in justifying the withholding under the 
law. 

_ have mentioned before that in claiming that "except to the extent 
available ±h by law to a party other than an agency" applies to your requests, 
you are arguing contrary to the AG's memo of June 1967 , page 38 . Is there 
anything in the legislative history or case law which supports your view? If 
so, 1 should be using it myself. Of course, Htaex whether Oswald would have 
had access to the Commission's transcript is a rather academic question, since 
af he had been around there would have been no ssbsxx Commission. 

Thanks for your notes on the Cowles Communication F of I case. I'll 
check this decision out here if Jim L. doesn't send me a copy. 

Your notes of 7/23 and 7/2 5 re CD 320, CD 349: I have the 3 SS reoorts 
dealing with Hudkins (SS 705, 782), and 0 in N.O. (SS 703). (The" latter 
as Co 1153.) I don’t have SS 774, re Pedro Charles, but I have no special 
interest in it, so don't go to any trouble to copy it for me. 

I checked the CD indexes for ?. Charles. In addition to SS 308 and 774, 
and FBI D-57, there is CD 205.183-5, which is simply an Fnglish translation 
of the text of the letter to LHO, and the envelope. It was given to the FBI 
on 12 / 5/63 by Tom Kelley. (I have those pages.) Also, CD 697, pp. 311-312. 
x don’t have those, but they are in a section on FBI lab exams. You should 
check them if you are interested. . 

± m an no position to nudge Johann Rush about his film, /since he doesn't 
seem to want to be nudged. Didn't the CTIA or Turner or someone get a copy of 
all the film he had? My impression on talking to him was that he would have 
no definite recollection of things like how many prints he made for whom, etc. 

I just noticed that Hudkins is mentioned in CD 320, SS 736 also. Eudkins, 
"who is personally acquainted with Jack Ruby, viewed the Post's pictures of the 
President's visit in Houston and advised that Ruby did not appear in any of the 
photographs." The SS was checking out the allegation that Ruby was in Houston 
on the 21st. Nothing else on Hudkins in this SS document. 

I don't want to encourage your bitter feelings toward Bud and the CTIA,, 
but I am sure it is best that you not bottle up your understandable 

frustration. Bad as the Cook article is in many ways, I can’t see getting too 
excited about it. My reaction was mainly surprise that the Nation would publish 
such a puff-piece, one that does not even touch on the important questions 
raised by the Garrison investigation. I suspect that even Cook could not have 
written such an article while JG was on the board of the CTIA,. If you remembered 
all your own work as well as you remember everything the CTIA (or I, or several 
others) has done wrong, you wouldn't even need a file cabinet! I do pay attention 
to your warnings, however; I write to Jim L. at his home and have made it clear 
that when I send him my F of I stuff (I haven't done so yet) it will be for his 
eyes only. Bud makes no pretense that his office files are private, so I 
don't find it at all awkward to make that request. 

Both you and Gary have recently mentioned an article of some sort by Sylvia. 
Is this available yet? If so I will write her for a copy. 

Sincerely, 

fcJL 


cc: JNS 



